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LEGAL   DIRECTIVES 

Reports  released  by  the  Education  Commission  of  the  States  and  North  Carolina's  Commission  on 
Education  for  Economic  Growth  in  1984  caused  the  North  Carolina  General  Assembly  to  examine 
educational  issues  more  closely  than  ever  before.  During  that  period,  the  General  Assembly  began  to 
increase  funding  for  educational  programs;  however,  with  that  increased  funding,  the  General 
Assembly  began  to  require  program  accountability  from  the  education  community. 

Legislation  passed  during  the  1985  Session  of  the  North  Carolina  General  Assembly  established 
legislative  oversight  of  public  education  programs.  Chapter  479,  Section  18,  of  the  1985  Session 
Laws  directed  the  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  to  oversee  specified 
educational  programs: 

1 .  the  ciireer  ladder  pilot  programs; 

2.  the  implementation  of  the  Basic  Education  Program; 

3 .  the  planning  for  the  Advancement  Center  for  Teachers; 

4.  school  administrator  training  programs;  and 

5 .  any  other  subjects  deemed  appropriate  by  the  Commission. 

The  legislation  establishing  these  duties  is  found  in  Appendix  A  of  this  report. 
During  1985-86,  numerous  reports  were  presented  to  the  Commission  from  the  Department  of  Public 
Instruction  or  the  Controller's  Office.    In  addition  to  reports  on  the  four  main  program  areas 
requested,  the  Commission  required  reports  on  the  results  of  the  Vocational  Education  Study,  the  use 
of  staff  development  funds,  and  the  results  of  the  Drivers'  Education  Study  among  others. 

During  the  1986  Session  of  the  1985  General  Assembly,  Chapter  1014,  Section  230(1)  of  the  1985 
Session  Laws  (Regular  Session,  1986)  expanded  the  programs  to  be  reported  to  the  Joint  Legislative 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  to  include  the  Competency  Based  Testing  Program  and 
established  a  process  within  the  Depanment  of  Public  Education  for  monitoring  specified  educational 
programs  and  reporting  on  them  to  the  General  Assembly  and  the  Commission.  The  legislation 
establishing  the  monitoring  function  is  located  in  Appendix  B  of  this  report. 

As  a  result  of  this  legishuion,  the  Division  of  Legislative  Services  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Instruction  was  established  in  July  1986.  The  Division  has  three  main  charges-to  act  as  a  liaison 
between  the  Department  and  the  North  Carolina  General  Assembly,  to  monitor  selected  legislatively 
mandated  education  programs,  and  to  report  findings  to  the  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on 
Governmental  Operations  and  the  Fiscal  Research  Division  of  the  General  Assembly. 

The  Legislative  Liaison  of  the  Division  of  Legislative  Services  in  the  Department  of  Public  Instruction 
provides  timely,  accurate  and  complete  information  to  the  Commission,  legislative  staff,  other 
legislative  commissions/committees  and  individual  legislators.  The  Program  Monitoring  section  of 
the  Division  oversees  the  implementation  of  specific  mandated  education  programs. 
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This  oversight  consists  of  a  review  of  current  information  on  the  programs,  on-site  fact  finding  visits 
to  local  education  systems,  written  surveys,  data  collection,  and  personal  interviews.  The  Division 
periodically  makes  oral  or  written  reports  to  the  Education  Subcommittee  of  the  Joint  Legislative 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  and  to  the  full  Commission  and  coordinates  reports  from 
other  areas  in  the  Department. 

During  1986-87,  more  than  30  reports  were  presented  to  the  Commission  from  the  Department 
through  the  Division  of  Legislative  Services.  In  addition  to  Career  Development,  the  Basic 
Education  Program,  and  Competency  Based  Testing,  educational  reports  were  presented  on  the 
following  topics:  Teacher  Effectiveness  Training,  Child  Abuse  Prevention,  the  Children's  Trust 
Fund,  Alcohol  and  Drug  Defense  Grants,  the  Physical  Education  Program  Study,  textbooks  for  the 
visually  impaired,  preschool  screening,  and  the  Teacher  Recruitment  Office. 

During  the  1987  Session  of  the  General  Assembly,  the  responsibilities  of  the  Joint  Legislative 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  were  expanded  to  include  the  oversight  of  four 
independent  studies  of  educational  issues:  the  Kindergarten  Study,  the  Secondary  Schools  Study,  the 
School  Dropout  Study,  and  Evaluation  of  the  Outside  Evaluator  Project,  Career  Development  and 
Lead  Teacher  Programs.  In  addition,  legislation  mandated  reports  to  the  Joint  Legislative 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  on  other  educational  issues  including  funding  for  Willie  M. 
children,  child  nutrition  funds  allocated  for  staff  development,  revision  of  the  testing  program  in  first 
and  second  grades.  Distance  Learning  by  Satellite  program  funds,  textbooks  for  handicapped 
children,  allocating  and  accounting  for  funds  for  exceptional  children,  Teaching  Fellows  Commission 
scholarships,  assistant  principal  positions,  a  survey  of  school  clerical  positions,  and  efforts  to 
strengthen  teacher  education. 

Again  during  1987-88  in  addition  to  studies  or  reports  cited  in  legislation,  the  Education 
Subcommittee  of  the  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  or  the  full 
Commission  heard  reports  on  educational  issues  of  particular  interest  to  legislators.  Included  among 
those  issues  were  reports  on  standards  for  school  construction,  the  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal 
System,  class  size  waivers,  the  Transportation  Information  Management  System  (TIMS),  the  Student 
Information  Management  System  (SIMS),  and  the  Uniform  Education  Reponing  System  (UERS). 

Thus,  during  a  span  of  time  from  1985  to  1988,  the  responsibilities  of  the  Joint  Legislative 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations,  more  specifically  of  the  Education  Subcommittee, 
increased  to  include  oversight  of  efforts  from  the  Depanment  of  Public  Instruction  to  monitor  its  own 
education  programs,  efforts  by  the  University  System  to  improve  teacher  education  programs,  studies 
by  independent  evaluators  on  specified  educational  programs  or  issues,  and  other  education  programs 
selected  for  closer  scrutiny  by  the  General  Assembly. 


REPORT  ON  LEGISLATIVE  STUDIES 

Career  Development  Pilot  Program 

The  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  was  directed  in  legislation  passed  by 
the  1987  General  Assembly  to: 

"...Conduct  an  evaluation  of  the  School  Career  Development  Pilot  Program  in  the  15  pilot  units 
and  the  Charlotte  Mecklenburg  School  System.  The  evaluation  shall  be  designed  to  study  the 
impact  of  the  School  Career  Development  Program  on  improved  teacher  performance,  employee 
retention  and  recruitment,  employee  satisfaction,  overall  school  improvement,  enhanced  learning 
environment,  students'  attitudes  towards  school,  and  community  support  of  the  program.  The 
results  of  the  study  shall  be  u.sed  to  help  make  decisions  with  regard  to  state  wide  implementation 
of  the  Career  Development  Program." 

Chapter  738,  Sec.  206,  1987  Ses.sion  Laws 

The  Co-chairmen  of  the  Joint  Legislative  Commission,  Lt.  Governor  Bob  Jordan  and  Speaker  Liston 
Ramsey,  named  a  four  member  education  subcommittee  to  monitor  legislation  and  conduct  studies; 
Senator  Kenneth  C.  Royall,  Jr.  (co-chairman).  Representative  William  T.  Watkins  (Co-chairman), 
Senator  Marvin  Ward  and  Repre.sentative  Bob  Etheridge. 
Additionally,  the  legislation  stated  that 

"...the  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  may  hire  a  consultant  to  assist 
it  with  these  studies  in  accordance  with  G.  S.  120-79." 

On  January  6,  1988,  the  subcommittee  met  to  interview  consultants  to  carry  out  the  study  on  the 
Career  Development  Pilot  Program.  The  candidates  interviewed  that  day  were  Dr.  Richard  M.  Brandt 
from  the  University  of  Virginia  at  Chiu-lottesville  and  Dr.  Don  Peterson  with  the  University  of  South 
Florida.  Both  candidates  spoke  with  the  subcommittee  for  an  hour  and  a  half  regarding 
methodology,  time  lines  and  the  approximate  cost  of  carrying  out  such  a  study.  The  subcommittee 
asked  both  Dr.  Brandt  and  Dr.  Peterson  to  write  a  draft  of  procedures  to  carry  out  such  a  study, 
including  the  cost  of  developing  the  proposal. 

The  following  day  the  subcommittee  resumed  the  interview  process.  Dr.  Carol  Furtwengler,  with 
Research  and  Service  Institute  of  Brentwood,  Tennessee,  reponed  on  her  experience  involving  career 
development  programs  and  proposed  a  method  of  research  relevant  to  this  type  of  study.  The 
subcommittee  also  asked  Dr.  Furtwengler  to  submit  a  budget  for  developing  a  proposal  and  tentative 
outline  for  the  study. 

The  fourth  and  final  candidate  for  the  consultant's  position  was  Dr.  William  Cooley  from  the 
University  of  Pittsburgh.  The  subcommittee  interviewed  Dr.  Cooley  on  January  20,  1988,  and 
obtained  biographical  as  well  as  methodological  information  on  his  educational  research.  The 
subcommittee  did  not  request  a  draft  proposal  from  Dr.  Cooley. 
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Within  one  week  from  the  initial  interviews,  Dr.  Peterson  submitted  a  cost  of  $7500  to  develop  a 
draft  proposal  and  Dr.  Brandt,  a  cost  of  $6500.  On  January  22,  1988,  the  subcommittee  met  and 
agreed  to  invite  in-depth  proposals  on  a  study  of  Career  Development  from  two  of  the 
consultants--Dr.  Brandt  and  Dr.  Funwengler--to  be  delivered  to  the  members  by  February  28,  1988. 

The  subcommittee  met  on  March  4,  1988,  to  review  the  proposals  and  further  interview  Dr. 
Furtwengler  and  Dr.  Brandt.  On  March  18,  1988,  the  Co-chairmen  of  the  subcommittee,  Senator 
Royall  and  Representative  Watkins,  entered  into  a  contractual  agreement  with  Dr.  Furtwengler  in  the 
amount  of  $96,165  to  conduct  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of  the  Career  Development  Pilot  Program. 
Dr.  Furtwengler's  proposal  included  site  comparisons  of  the  pilots,  personnel  evaluation,  an 
evaluation  of  district  progress,  local  interviews,  an  opinion  survey  of  members  of  the  educational 
community  and  also  a  survey  of  the  Deans  of  Colleges  of  Education.  Dr.  Funwengler  was  required 
by  contract  to  give  three  written  status  reports  and  two  oral  presentations.  The  final  due  date  for  the 
study  was  December  31,  1988. 

Evaluation  of  North  (^iiroiinn's     School  Career  Development  Piiot  Program 

Dr.  Furtwengler  and  the  Research  and  Service  Institute,  Inc.  conducted  an  eight-month  outside 
evaluation  study  of  the  North  Carolina  Career  Development  Program  (CDP),  completing  the  six  major 
research  activities  described  above. 

From  the  combined  analysis  of  the  information  yielded  by  the  six  evaluation  activities,  it  is  apparent 
that  teaching  and  learning  are  improving  in  the  CDP  pilot  sites.  Although  teaching  and  learning  are 
improving,  no  evidence  was  found  to  support  a  conclusion  that  other  aspects  of  effective  schooling 
are  improving  in  the  pilot  sites  more  than  in  other  school  districts. 

Major  recommendations  drawn  from  the  study  include  the  following: 

•  provision  for  experienced  teachers  from  out-of-state  or  those  transferring  within  the  state  to 
become  eligible  for  Career  Status  I  upon  demonstration  of  competence 

•  use  of  consensus  decision-making  at  the  summative  level  of  the  evaluation  process 

•  a  minimum  of  three  observations  to  maintain  a  career  status 

•  rotation  of  Observer-evaluaiors  (OEs) 

•  restructuring  the  Teacher  Perfomiance  Appraisal  Instrument  (TPAI) 

•  demonstrated  competence  required  of  all  those  conducting  classroom  obser\'ations 

•  standardized  formats  for  instruments  used  for  administrator  evaluation 

•  provision  of  a  state-wide  pool  of  OEs  for  specialized  fields 

•  standardization  of  the  appeals  process 
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•  increased  emphasis  on  development  and  use  of  Professional  Development  Plans 

•  extra-duty/extra-pay  assignments  available  to  Career  Status  II  and  III 

•  use  of  TPAI  by  colleges  and  universities  to  evaluate  student  teachers 

•  expansion  of  DPI  staff  as  needed  to  carr>'  out  state- wide  implementation  of  CDP 

•  development  of  Career  status  III  CTiteria 

•  development  of  readiness  criteria  for  school  system  participation  in  expanded  Career 
Development 

The  study  concluded  that  the  Career  Development  Program  is  working  in  North  Carolina  in  the  pilot 
sites.  The  four-year,  pilot-testing  phase  has  demonstrated  that  the  program  can  be  implemented  in 
various  types  of  school  systems.  The  Institute  concluded  that  Career  development  should  be 
continued  and  expanded  carefully  and  cautiously  in  North  Carolina. 

On  March  30,  1988,  the  Co-chairmen  of  the  subcommittee  entered  into  contract  with  Dr.  Brandt  to 
conduct  a  study  in  two  specific  and  limited  areas  of  the  Career  development  Pilot  Program:  an 
evaluation  of  the  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal  Instrument  (TPAI)  and  the  Principal  Performance 
Appraisal  Instrument  (PPAI)  and  a  review  of  the  Career  Development  appeals  process.  Additionally, 
Dr.  Brandt  was  retained  as  a  consultant  to  the  subcommittee  as  needed.  Dr.  Brandt  contracted  with 
the  subcommittee  for  the  sum  of  $15,507  to  carry  out  the  aforementioned  studies. 

A  Review  with  Recommendations  of  the  North  Carolina  Teacher  Performance 
Appraisal  Instrument 

Dr.  Richard  M.  Brandt  in  conjunction  with  his  colleagues  Dr.  Daniel  L.  Duke,  Dr.  Russell  L.  French, 

and  Dr.  Edward  F.  Iwanicki  reviewed  the  North  Carolina  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal  Instrument 

as  part  of  the  third  party  evaluation  of  the  Career  Development  Program.  The  review  panel's  study 

with  recommendations  was  submitted  to  the  Education  Subcommittee  of  the  Joint  Legislative 

Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  on  May  21,  1988. 

The  findings  of  the  panel  concluded  that  the  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal  Instrument  "is  a  quality 
instrument,  one  that  is  highly  suited  to  its  purposes."  However,  the  panel  made  suggestions  for 
improving  the  Instrument  "to  enhance  its  effectiveness  as  a  basic  tool  for  making  career  ladder 
decisions  and  for  improving  teaching."  The  panel's  recommendations  were  viewed  as  "fme-tuning 
an  already  good  system  of  performance  appraisal." 

The  recommendations  fell  into  three  areas-criteria  on  the  evaluation  instrument,  procedures  for 
carrying  out  the  evaluation  system,  and  activities  for  growth  beyond  competency.  In  all  the  panel 
made  24  recommendations  to  improve  or  refme  the  North  Carolina  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal 
System. 
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•CRITERIA 

The  recommendations  concerning  evaluation  criteria  on  the  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal 

Instrument  concerned  rearranging  some  of  the  current  functions  and  teaching  practices  on  the 

instrument  and  adding  new  functions  to  the  instrument. 

.PROCEOIRES 

The  panel  made  recommendations  concerning  the  system  to  evaluate  teachers  which  included 

providing  teachers  more  input  into  the  post-conference  process,  developing  training  for  evaluators  in 

conferencing  skills,  collecting  information  through  structured  interviews  and  portfolios,  requiring  all 

who  participate  in  the  evaluation  of  a  teacher  to  participate  in  the  final  summative  judgment, 

conducting  various  studies  of  consistency  among  those  rating  teachers,  and  reducing  the  ratio  of 

Observer/E valuators  to  teachers. 

•GROWTH    BEYOND    COMPETENCY 

The  panel  recommended  that  a  more  extensive  range  of  criteria  and  measures  be  considered  for  the 

selection  of  Career  Status  III  teachers.  The  panel  felt  that  leadership  and  competency  beyond  basic 

teaching  skills  should  be  the  focus  for  teachers  at  the  highest  level  of  the  Career  Ladder. 


AN  EVALUATION  OF  THE  CAREER  DEVELOPMENT  PILOT  PROGRAM 
APPEALS  PROCESS 

Dr.  Richard  M.  Brandt  submitted  a  second  study  as  part  of  the  third  party  evaluation  of  the  Career 

Development  Program.   Through  examination  of  existing  documents  and  interviews  with  various 

staff  members  in  the  pilot  units  and  local  school  board  members.  Dr.  Brandt  developed  a  report  on  the 

Career  Development  Appeals  Process  which  he  submitted  to  the  Education  Subcommittee  of  the  Joint 

Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  on  July  5,  1988. 

Dr.  Brandt's  primary  conclusion  from  his  study  of  the  appeals  process  is  that  the  process  "works  well 
at  the  initial  peer  panel  level,  but  it  has  serious  shortcomings  at  the  board  hearing  state." 

At  the  initial  peer  panel  level,  both  parties  have  equal  influence  on  the  process  for  selecting  panel 
members.  Hearings  are  structured  so  that  both  parties  have  equal  opportunity  to  present  their  cases. 
There  is  some  numerical  imbalance  due  to  multiple  evaluators.  Evaluatees  can  feel  isolated  and 
intimidated  by  the  imbalance.  However,  the  process  is  fair  because  both  sides  are  guaranteed  equal 
time  for  presentation. 

The  appeals  process  has  not  worked  as  smoothly  at  the  local  school  board  level.  The  basic  problems 
are  that  clear  guidelines  have  not  been  established  for  school  board  action  and  school  board  members 
have  not  received  the  training  that  local  staff  members  have  received.  The  only  guideline  set  so  far  is 
that  each  party  is  entitled  to  counsel.  Otherwise,  little  direction  is  given  as  to  the  type  of  evidence  to 
be  given  or  the  criteria  on  which  to  base  judgments. 
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Almost  half  of  the  peer  review  panel  decisions  have  been  ovenumed  by  local  school  boards.  Reasons 
for  reversing  the  peer  review  panel's  decision  often  seem  to  have  little  to  do  with  the  data  provided  by 
the  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal  System. 

The  major  recommendations  of  Dr.  Brandt's  study  are  that  (1 )  board  members  involved  in  the  appeals 
process  be  well  trained  in  the  Teacher  Performance  Appraisal  System  and  the  appeals  process  and 
(2)  the  local  board  review  follow  the  same  guidelines  and  focus  on  the  same  data  as  the  earlier  peer 
review. 

DROPOUT      STUDY 

Education  legislation  from  the  1987  General  Assembly  also  mandated  that  "...the  Joint  Legislative 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  shall  study  secondary  schools  to  determine  what  factors 
are  associated  with  high  and  low  dropout  rates  in  North  Carolina  Schools.   The  Joint  Legislative 
Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  may  hire  a  consultant  to  direct  this  study." 
Chapter  873,   Sec   19.1.,   1987   Session   Laws 

On  January  20,  1988,  the  Education  Subcommittee  continued  interviewing  consultants  for  specific 
studies.  The  members  met  with  Dr.  Jay  Davis,  Dr.  Joni  Alberg  and  Dr.  Val  Rachal  from  Research 
Triangle  Institute  to  discuss  a  study  on  dropouts.  Dr.  Davis  estimated  that  the  study  would  take 
approximately  three  months  to  complete.  Dr.  Davis  agreed  to  send  in  a  preliminary  proposal  for  the 
study  within  a  two  week  time  period. 

The  subcommittee  then  interviewed  Dr.  Peggy  Richmond  and  Dr.  Barry  Kibel  from  Research  and 
Evaluation  Associates  in  Chapel  Hill.  Dr.  Kibel  explained  that  the  end  product  of  their  research 
would  be  a  three  volume  report:  Volume  I  consisting  of  a  literature  review.  Volume  11  consisting  of  a 
comparison  of  four  high  schools  with  the  lowest  dropout  rate  matched  with  four  high  schools  in  the 
state  with  the  highest  dropout  rate,  and  Volume  III  consisting  of  policy  issues  regarding  the 
information  contained  in  the  first  two  volumes.  Dr.  Richmond  agreed  to  submit  a  proposal  and  cost 
e.stimate  for  the  dropout  study. 

The  subcommittee  interviewed  a  third  consultant  interested  in  the  Dropout  Study,  Dr.  Robert  Cairns 
from  the  University  of  North  Carolina  at  Chapel  Hill.  Dr.  Cairns  mentioned  that  he  works  with  a 
group  of  experts  known  as  the  Carolina  Consortium,  with  whom  he  would  work  in  developing  a 
proposal,  including  a  budget,  for  the  dropout  study.  Dr.  Carns  planned  to  have  the  proposal  to  the 
subcommittee  prior  to  February  15,  1988. 

On  February  15,  1988,  the  subcommittee  met  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  second  interviews  with 
consultants  and  reviewing  in-dept  proposals  for  the  Dropout  Study. 
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Researchers  from  Research  Triangle  Institute,  Dr.  Jay  Riccibono,  Dr.  Jay  Davis  and  Dr.  Joni  Albergh 
presented  their  proposal  for  the  dropout  study,  including  a  review  of  literature,  12-18  site  visits  and 
individual  case  study  reports.  The  cost  for  the  RTI  study  varied  according  to  the  number  of  schools 
that  would  be  visited;  visitation  of  18  schools  would  cost  $135,017  and  using  12  schools  in  the  study 
would  amount  to  $102,084. 

Also  on  February  15,  1988,  the  subcommittee  met  with  Dr.  Barry  Kibel  and  Dr.  Peggy  Richmond  to 
discuss  their  proposal  for  the  Dropout  Study.  Dr.  Kibel  stressed  that  they  would  produce  a  policy 
report  focusing  on  steps  which  could  be  taken  to  decrease  the  dropout  rate,  and  they  would  also  make 
recommendations  applicable  on  a  statewide  basis.  Their  estimated  cost  for  the  study  was  $57,594 
with  a  three  month  time  line  to  complete  the  study. 

Dr.  Robert  Cairns  also  presented  his  in-depth  proposal  on  a  study  of  dropouts.  Dr.  Cairns  suggested 
studying  30  schools  for  a  total  cost  of  $109,510. 

On  March  18,  1988,  the  Co-chairmen  of  the  subcommittee  signed  a  contractual  agreement  with 
Research  and  Evaluation  Associates  to  conduct  a  study  of  the  factors  associated  with  high  and  low 
dropout  rates.  The  cost  of  the  study  was  $55,620,  including  an  interim  written  status  report  and  an 
oral  presentation  made  to  the  subcommittee.  The  due  date  for  the  fmal  report  was  July  31,  1988. 

A  Stiidv  of  School  Dropout  Factors  in  the  Secondary  Schools  in  North  Carolina 

On  July  14,  1988,  Dr.  Kibel  presented  the  final  three  volume  report  with  recommendations  to  the 
subcommittee.  The  recommendations,  based  upon  a  literature  review  and  a  comparison  of  eight  high 
and  low  dropout  schools  are  as  follows: 

•  Schools  should  be  given  more  discretion  in  how  funds  for  in-school  suspension  programs 
are  used,  or,  there  should  be  a  different  use  for  mandated  funds. 

•  In-school  suspension  programs  need  to  be  more  closely  regulated  to  insure  adherence  to 
guidelines  and  intent. 

•  The  district  dropout  prevention  plan  should  be  replaced  with  a  simplified  form  for  use  in 
applying  for  state  dropout  prevention  funds. 

•  The  application  for  funds  should  be  supported  by  school  plans,  which  are  based  upon 
compilations  of  personal  education  plans  and  related  needs  of  students. 

•  Comprehensive  learning  centers  should  be  established,  as  needed,  at  all  schools  and  for  all 
grade  levels,  to  bring  each  student  to  competence  in  reading  and  mathematical  compre- 
hension. 

•  Textbooks  covering  high  school  materials,  but  written  for  middle  school  reading  levels, 
should  be  made  available  to  teachers  in  special  education,  vocational  education  and  extended 
day  programs. 


•  As  an  alternative  to  staff  for  in-school  suspension  programs,  the  state  should  offer  an  option 
of  a  full  time  dropout  prevention  counselor  to  work  with  dropout  prone  students  and  their 
parents.  Schools  should  be  permitted  alternative  options  for  this  funding. 

•  Funds  might  be  provided  for  the  purchase  of  computers  for  use  by  counselors  for 
processing  forms  and  accessing  the  SIMS  database. 

•  The  state  should  investigate  the  impact  and  repercussions  of  raising  the  mandatory  attendance 
age. 

•  The  state  should  investigate  the  impact  and  repercussions  of  raising  the  legal  driving  age,  as 
well  as  other  options  for  restricting  car  usage  by  16  year  olds. 

•  The  state  should  consider  placing  restrictions  on  working  hours  and  conditions  of 
employment  for  students,  including  requiring  that  schools  be  notified  and  approve  the 
terms  of  employment  beyond  certain  minimum  levels. 

•  The  state  should  identify,  on  a  annual  basis,  the  twenty  schools  in  the  state  with  the  highest 
dropout  rates.  These  schools  should  be  provided  technical  assistance.  One-time  grants 
should  be  made  available  to  these  schools  to  permit  the  purchase  of  materials  or  the  hiring  of 
temporary  staff  to  improve  their  dropout  programs. 

KINDERGARTEN      STUDY 

The  1987  General  Assembly  also  mandated  "...the  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental 
Operations  shall  study  kindergartens  in  the  public  schools. ..The  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on 
Governmental  Operations  may  hire  a  consultant  to  assist  it  in  the  study.  The  consultant  shall  have 
expertise  in  early  intervention  or  kindergarten  programs." 
Chapter   873,   Sec.    15.1.,   1987   Session   Laws 

On  January  20,  1988,  the  education  subcommittee  interviewed  Dr.  Sharon  Landesman,  the  Director 
of  the  Frank  Porter  Graham  Child  Development  Center  in  Chapel  Hill.  Dr.  Landesman  was  joined  by 
two  of  her  colleagues,  Dr.  Donna  Bryant  and  Dr.  Richard  Clifford.  Dr.  Landesman  agreed  to  send 
in  a  detailed  proposal  including  a  time  line  and  a  proposed  budget  to  the  members. 

Dr.  Clifford  and  Dr.  Bryant  presented  their  in-depth  proposal.  Best  Practices  for  Beginners:  Quality 
Programs  for  Kindergartners.  on  February  15,  1988.  The  proposal  suggested  the  study  of  48 
kindergarten  classes  to  determine  the  developmental  appropriateness  of  kindergarten  curriculum. 

On  March  18,  1988,  the  co-chairmen  of  the  subcommittee  signed  a  contract  with  the  UNC  Frank 
Porter  Graham  Child  Development  Center  to  study  kindergartens.  By  contract,  the  consultant  was 
required  to  deliver  four  written  status  reports  and  make  three  oral  presentations  to  the  members.  The 
12  month  study  will  be  completed  by  the  end  of  February,  1989,  at  a  cost  of  $138,822. 
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REPORT  ON  THE  VISITATION  TO  THE  CAREER  DEVELOPMENT  PILOTS 

ACROSS  THE  STATE 

On  February  1,  1988,  Senator  Royall,  Representative  Watkins,  Senator  Ward  and 
Representative  Bob  Etheridge  began  a  ten  month  fact-finding  mission.  The 
Subcommittee  felt  the  need  to  investigate  the  Career  Development  Pilots  and  gather  first 
hand  information  on  perceptions  by  those  people  most  closely  involved  in  the  program. 
The  following  schedule  for  visitation  of  the  pilot  sites  was  observed: 

February  1,  1988  Orange  County  Schools 

February  2,  1988  Harnett  County  Schools 

February  8^  1988  Burlington  City  Schools 

February  9,  1988  Haywood  County  Schools 

February  10,  1988  Buncombe  County  Schools 

February  11,  1988  Alexander  County  Schools 

February  12,  1988  Greene  County  Schools 

April  26,  1988  Roanoke  Rapids  Schools 

October 'lO,  1988  Burke  County  Schools 

October  19,  1988  Tarboro  City  Schools 

November  1,  1988  New  Hanover  Schools 

November  15,  1988  Perquimans  County  Schools 

November  16,  1988  Chowan  County  Schools 

December  5,  1988  Salsibury  City  Schools 

December  14,  1988  Charlotte-Mecklenburg  Schools 

The  daily  schedules  for  each  of  the  visits  involved  group  and  individual  interviews  with  the  following 

personnel  in  every  pilot: 

Local  Superintendent 

Assistant  Superintendent 

Career  Development  Coordinator 

Observer/E  valuators 

Principals 

Assistant  Principals 

Teachers 

Parents 

School  Board  Members 

Local  Career  Development  Steering  Committee  Members 

School  Counselors 

Librarians 

Media  Coordinators 

Information  was  gathered  and  recorded  from  each  school  system,  including  direct  observation  of 

classroom  teaching  and  the  evaluation  system.  The  subcommittee  held  open  forum  group  discussions 

with  administrators  and  staff  from  the  central  office  in  each  system.   The  group  discussion  format 

was  also  employed  in  getting  perceptions  of  the  Career  Develop  Pilot  Program  from  members  of  each 

local  steering  committee.  In  the  group  discussions,  members  heard  comments  from  approximately 

500  educators. 
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Additionally,  the  subcommittee  invited  any  school  personnel  who  wanted  to  talk  confidentially  with 
the  subcommittee  members  to  do  so  without  any  fear  of  repercussions  from  superiors.  In  ten 
months,  the  members  talked  privately  with  over  300  educators  and  obtained  their  perceptions  of  the 
pilot  program. 

In  the  open  and  private  discussions,  many  perceptions  were  shared  among  all  of  the  pilots  regarding 
Career  Development.  The  most  often  he:ird  positive  comments  were: 

•incentives  provided  by  program 

•a  morale  boost  from  salary  incentives 

•increased  professionalism 

•improved  instruction 

•better  classroom  organization  and  planning  skills 

•teaching  guidelines  provided 

•accountability  increased 

•decrease  in  discipline  problems 

•positive  teaching  practices  reinforced 

•time  management  improved 

•teachers  encouraged  to  seek  higher  degrees 

•better  teacher  attendance 

•the  Basic  Education  Program  reinforced 

The  most  often  heard  constructive  comments  about  the  program  included: 

•observations  are  stressful 

•creativity  is  stilled 

•observers  are  subjective 

•system  causes  divisiveness  among  staff 

•evaluation  system  lacks  content  evaluation 

•system  creates  a  power  structure 

•good  teachers  are  encouraged  to  move  toward  administration 

•paperwork  is  increased 

•extra  pay  for  extra  duty  penalizes  some  teachers 

•evaluators  are  not  consistent 

•appeals  procedure  is  unclear 

•rating  scale  is  ambiguous,  too  harsh 

The  following  were  suggestions  made  by  educators  regarding  further  implementation: 

•phase  in  the  program 

•require  adequate  program  planning  involving  all  members  of  the  educational  community 

•evaluate  subject  content  in  secondary  schools 

•ensure  evaluation  consistency  among  systems 

•keep  good  teachers  in  the  classroom 

•supply  in-depth  training  for  all  administrators 

•retain  peer  evaluation 

•decrease  the  number  of  required  observations  as  educators  progress 
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APPENDIX  A 


Part  VI.  --—PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

LEGISLATIVE  OVERSIGHT  OF  EDUCATION  PROGRAMS 

SEC.   18.  The  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  shall  oversee: 

(1 )  The  career  ladder  pilot  programs; 

(2)  The  implementation  of  the  Basic  Education  Program; 

(3)  The  planning  for  the  advancement  center  for  teachers; 

(4)  School  administrator  training  programs:  who  provides  them,  who  designs  them, 
what  training  they  provide,  what  populations  they  serve,  and  whether  some  or 

all  of  these  programs  should  be  consolidated;    and 

(5)  Any  other  subjects  the  Commission  deems  appropriate. 
Chapter  479,  Sec.  18,  1985  Session  Laws 
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(k)   G.  S.   115C-363.11   (a)  is  rewritten  to  read: 

"(a)  During  each  year  of  the  pilot,  the  stipend  for  successful  completion  of  the  Effective 
Teaching  Training  Program  shall  be  paid  to  those  who  are  new  to  the  Pilot  Program." 

(1)     Of  the  funds  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Public  Education  in  Section  2  of  this  act  for  the 
Career  Development  Pilot  Program,  the  Basic  Education  Program,  the  Competency  Based 
Testing  Program,  the  Outside  Evaluation  Program,  and  other  legislatively  mandated 
programs,  an  amount  as  required  for  monitoring  these  programs  and  reporting  on  them  to  the 
General  Assembly  and  the  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Governmental  Operations  shall  be 
used  for  these  purposes. 

The  Department  shall  report  to  the  Joint  Legislative  Commission  on  Govemmental  Operations 
and  the  Fiscal  Research  Division  on  funds  used  for  these  purposes. 

Chapter  1014,  Sec  230(1)1985  Session  Laws  (Regular  Session,  1986) 
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